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IL REMARKS 
Geiiersl 

Claims 1-23 are pending in this application. Claims 24-26 are canceled without 
prejudice. 

1 ic oi tst * ingi >sues laised by the OA are as follows: 

• Claims 24-26 stand objected to over informalities. OA p. 2. 

• Claims 1-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) over U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2003/0194199 (hereinafter Roth). OA pp. 2-5. 

Claim Objections 

Claims 24-26 stand objected to over informalities. OA p.2. Applicant has canceled 
claims 24-26, rendering the objection moot. 

Claim Rejections -35USC § 102 

Claims 1-26 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(e) over U.S. Patent Application 
Publication No. 2003/01941 99 (hereinafter Roth). OA pp. 2-5. It is well settled that "[a] claim 
is anticipated only if each and every element as set forth in the claim is found, either expressly or 

emiy described, in a single prior art reference " > ' < <), v. o of 

California, 814 PCM 628, 631, 2 USPQ2d 1051, 1053 (Fed. Cir. 1987). Applicant hereby 
traverses the rejection. 

Claims I, 12, 17. and 23 have been amended to farther clarify the distinction over Roth. 
In particular, applicant submits that Roth does not disclose sending a user ID and a program ID 
to a service provider to cause a marketing content to be sent to the DYR where the DVR will 
then create a modified marketing ; and display the television program with the modified 
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marketing. Applicants response is set forth below. 
liKlependem Claim I 

Claim 1 recites "a television program." The cited art Ms to teach these limitations. The 
Examiner allege* Rtuh paragraphs [004?j-(004S] icaeh thc.se limitations. OA p. 2, ' ! hough it is 
difficult to tell from the OA, it appears the Examiner is interpreting Roth 'n television broadcast 
signal as meeting the claim's ''television program."* Applicant respectfully disagrees with this 
interpretation, noting that a ''broadcast signal" is not a "program." 5 Hence, Roth does not teach "a 
television program, 5 ' as set forth in the claims. 

Claim I also recites "a user ID and a program ID." The cited art fails to teach these 
limitations. The Examiner alleges Roth paragraph [0046] teaches these limitations stating 
"determining the commercial that specific television sets within its region or governing TV Set in 
the region." OA p.l Applicant notes the cited portions of Roth are silent as to both a user ID 
and a program ID. Hence, Roth fails to teach "a user ID and a program ED,*' as set forth in the 
claim. 

Claim 1 also recites "sending a user ID and a program ID to the service provider." 
Though It is difficult to tell, the Examiner appears to interpret Roth's teachings of a local 
broadcasting station or a national broadcaster—embodied by Roth as upstream system 60 (.Roth 
para. [0046]) — as meeting the claim's limitations of "a service provider," See OA p.2. It also 

hat the E >lerpre loth 'v televisioi ting iie 

claim's user ID and program ID, with which Applicant disagrees, as discussed above. Applicant 
notes that Roth is silent sending its television broadcast signal to its upstream system 60, rather, 
R s c ^s > e s , s vn sends the telex s < d s x > 

80. Hence, even when using the Examiner's interpretation of Roth, the cited \\ . fails to teach the 
limitations of "sending a user ID and a program ID to the service provider," as set forth in the 
claim. 
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Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests thai the rejection be withdrawn. 
Dependent Claim 2 

in addition to the features inherited from its base and any intervening claims that are not 
tough b; the cited - as discussed above, clair&2 also recites "determining whether a message 
indicating that no local marketing content exists for the television program has been received," 
The Examiner alleges Roth paragraph [0046] teaches these limitations, yet the Examiner does not 
state what part oiRoth is being interpreted as meeting the claim's "message." See OA p. 3 . 
Applicant notes the cited portions of Roth are silent to a "message," much less "a message 
indicating that no local marketing content exists." Hence, the cited art fails to teach 
"determining whether a message indicating that no local marketing content exists for the 
television program has been received," as set forth in the claim. 

thus, the cited ait fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Dependent Claim 3 

In addition to the features inherited from its base and any intervening el amis that are not 
taught by the cited art, as discussed above, claim 3 also recites "determining whether the local 
marketing content is add-on marketing." The Examiner alleges Roth paragraphs [0007] and 
[0015] teach these limitations stating "local TV station can determine and substitute a local 
commercial signal in place of a national commercial signal." OA p.3. Though it is difficult to 
tell, it appears the Examiner is interpreting a local commercial signal as meeting the claim's 
"local, marketing content." The Examiner does not state which teaching of Roth is being 
interpreted as meeting the claim's "add-on marketing." Id, Roth is silent to determining whether 
it's local commercial signals are "add-on" commercial signals. Hence, the cited art fails to teach 
"determining whether the local marketing content is add-on marketing," as set forth in the claim. 
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Claim 3 also recites 'adc i marketing into he telex on gram viihout 

mod ying the s >stancs o o gin; marketing.' Tfe \ nin lege th paragrapl 
and [00151 teach these limitations and, though it is not stated, appear to interpret Roth 's 
"existing commercial signals" and "alternate commercial signals" as meeting the claim's 
"original marketing" and "add-on marketing." See OA p. 3, Roth teaches "local substitution of 
alternate commercial signals in place of existing commercial signals within a television 
broadcast signal. E.g., Roth para. [0047]. As such, Roth 's local substitution modifies the existing 
commercial signal by substituting the original commercial with the alternate commercial. Roth 
is silent to adding an alternate commercial, without modi fying the original commercial Hence, 
Roth fails to teach "adding the add-on marketing into the television program without modifying 
the substance of original marketing " as set forth in the claim. 

Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn, 

Dependent Claim 4 

M addition to the features inherited from its base and any intervening claims that are not 
taught by the cited art, as discussed above, claim 4 also recites "determining whether the local 
marketing content is replacement marketing." Though it is difficult to tell the Examiner appears 
to interpret Roth 's alternate commercials as meeting the claim's "local marketing content," yet 
does not state which teaching of Roth is being interpreted as meeting the claim's "replacement 
marketing." See OA pp.3-4. The cited portions of Roth arc silent to determining whether its 
alternate commercials are "replacement marketing." Hence, the cited art fails to teach 
"determining whether the local marketing content is replacement marketing," as set forth in the 
claim. 

Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 
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Dependent Cisim 5 

In addition to the features inherited from its base and any intervening claims that axe not 
taught by the cited art, as discussed above, claim 5 also recites "determining whether the local 
marketing content is overlay marketing." Though it is difficult to tell, the Examiner appears to 
interpret ■Roth 's alternate commercials as meeting the claim's "local marketing content," yet does 
not state which teaching of Roth is being interpreted as mee i ig he c £ im's ' cn e a - marketing '* 
See OA p.4. The cited portions of Roth are silent to determining whether its alternate 
commercials are "overlay marketing." Hence, the cited art fails to teach "determining whether 
fee local marketing content is overlay marketing,*' as set forth in the claim. 

Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Independeist Claim 6 

Claim 6 recites "a user ID and a program ID." The cited art fails to teach these 
limitations. The Examiner alleges Roth paragraph [0046] teaches these limitations. OA p,4. 
Applicant notes the cited portions of Roth are silent, to both a user ID and a program ID. Hence, 
Roth fails to teach "a user ID and a program ID," as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 6 recites "determining the location of a user." The cited art fails to teach these 
if ~ oi a i •> j !' - a.ks "^eli i i 

ietera e commt specific televi c t i erni ig I \ set i i 

the region." OA p.4. Applicant notes die Cited portions of Roth are silent to determining a 

J 1 - i )f a use a set forth in 

the claim. 

Chora 0 iccte-, ' v i > > io ^ 1 ~ vCvldi d> > «. d t v i ; The 
laminer alleg v ?h [0046] teaches these limitations. OA p.4 c I 

to tell from the OA, it appears the Examiner interpreting Ruth's television broadcast signal as 
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t < program " Ap 

interpretation, noting that a "broadcast signal" is not a "program." Hence, Roth does not teach "a 
television program; 5 as set forth in the claims. 

Claim 6 also recites •"determining whether a local marketing content exists for the 
television program based on the program ID" Though it is difficult to tell, the Examiner appears 
to interpret Roth 's television broadcast signal as meeting the claim's program ID (which, does 
not concede as discussed above). See OA pA Even if, arguendo, such an interpretation were 
correct, Roth is silent to using its television broadcast signal as a basis for ''determining whether 
a local marketing content exists." Hence, the cited art fails totems v.. e i < 
marketing content exists for the television program based on the program ID," as set forth in the 
claim. 

Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection he withdrawn. 
Dependent Claim 8 

in addition to the features inherited from its base and any intervening claims that are not 
taught by the cited art, as discussed above, claim 8 also recites "a user profile." The Examiner 
does not state which, if any, portion of Roth teach i >ns of Roth 

are silent to a "profile," much less a "'user profile." Hence, the cited art tails to teach v4 a user 
profile," as set forth in the claim.. 

Dependent Claims 7 and 9-1 1 

t on < 1 .i^nv vi-i^div,)] \ i ' "v. i > v s 
discussed above, claim 6 contains features and limitations that are not taught by the cited art. 

I * i r ~-. ! j ! .'>"■- S 

Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Independent Claim 12 
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Claim 12 recites "a television program." The cited art fails to teach these limitations 
Chi <. iin I 8] teach rese rotation OA pp.2. & : 

(relying on the reasoning used to reject claim 1). Though it is difficult to tell from the OA, il 
appears the 'Examiner is nterpreting i tel sro; I s - it he claim's 

"television program." Applicant respectfully disagrees with this interpretation, noting thai a 
"broadcast signal" is not a "program." Hence, Roth does not teach "a television program," as set 
forth in the claims. 

Claim 12 also recites "a user ID and a program ID," The cued art tails to teach these 
limitations. The Examiner alleges Roth paragraph [00461 teaches these limitations stating 
"determining the commercial that specific television sets within its region or governing TV set in 
the region,*' OA pp.2 & 5 (relying on the reasoning used to reject claim I).. Applicant notes the 
cited portions of Roth are silent to both a user ID and a program ID. Hence. Roth fails to teach 
"a user ID and a program ID," as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 12 also recites "sending a user ID and a program ID to the service provider." 
Though it is difficult to tell, the Examiner appears to interpret Roth teachings of a local 

broadcasting station or a national broadcaster embodied by Roth as upstream system 60 (Roth 

para. [00461) — as meeting the claim's limitations of "a service provider.'" See OA pp.2 & 5 
(relying on the reasoning used to reject claim I). It also appears that the Examiner is interpreting 
Roi > tele\ sion broadcast sign a is neetis he claim's user ID and prograi D, \* s i 
Applicant disagrees, as discussed above. Applicant notes thai Roth is silent sending its television 
broadcast signal to its upstream system 60. Roth teaches upstream system 60 sends the television 
broadcast Signal to downstream converter 80. Hence, even when using the Examiner's 
interpretation of Roth, the cited an fads to teach the limitations of "sending a user ID and a 
program ID to the service provider,'* as set forth in the claim. 

Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
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Therefore. Applicant respectfully requests that, the rejection be withdrawn. 
Dependent Claim 13 

In addition to the features inherited from its base mad my intervening claims that are not 
taught by the cited art, as discussed above, claim 1 3 also recites "determining whether a message 
indicating thai no local marketing content exists for the television program lias been received." 
The Examiner alleges Roth paragraph [0046] teaches these limitations. But the Examiner does 
not state what part of Roth is being interpreted as meeting the claim's "message." See OA pp. 3 
& 5 (relying on the reasoning used to reject claims 1-1 1). Applicant notes the cited portions of 
Mr are silent to a "message," much less "a message indicating that no local marketing content 
exists." Hence, the cited art fails to teach "determining whether a message indicating that no 
local ■marketing content exists for the television program has- been received," as set forth in the 
claim. 

Thus, the cited art rails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 
Dependent Claim 14 

In addition to the features inherited from its base and any intervening claims that are not 
taught by the cited art* as discussed above, claim 1 4 also recites "determining whether the local 
marketing content is add-on marketing." The Examiner alleges Roth paragraphs [0007] and 
[001 5 ] teach these limitations stating -local TV station can determine and substitute a local 
commercial signal in place of a national commercial signal " OA pp. 3 & 5 (relying on the 
reasoning used to reject claims 1-11). Though it is difficult to tell, it appears the Examiner is 
interpreting a local commercial signal as meeting the claim's "local marketing content," The 
Examiner does not state v Inch teacl in; { \ n being interpreted as meeting the claim's "add- 
on marketing." Id. Roth is silent in regard to determining whether it's local commercial signals 
are "add-on" common; signals Hence, the cited art fails to teach "determi h vh erthe 
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local marketing content is add-on marketing," as set forth in the claim. 

'• . - cite .. - >n marketing into the television } s gram without 

modifying the substance of original marketing." The Examiner alleges Rath paragraphs [0007'j 
« )5J teac est ntath 1 i it is not C( ape s tc interpret J?or/j s 

'eustn^Cv kuil a v » tt , \ on i e - i - ^ c\ 1 10 n 

"original marketing" and "add-on marketing." See OA pp. 3 & 5 (relying on the reasoning used 
to reject claims 1-1 1). Roth teaches "local substitution of alternate commercial signals in place 
of existing commercial signals within a television broadcast signal. E.g., Roth para. [0047]. As 
such, Moth 's local substitution modifies the existing commercial signal by substituting the 
original commercial with the alternate commercial. Roth is silent to adding an alternate 
commercial without modifying the original commercial. Hence, Roth Mis to teach "adding the 
add-on marketing into the television program without modifying fee substance of original 
marketing," as set forth in the claim. 

Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Dependent Claim 15 

In addition to the features inherited from its base and any intervening claims that are not 
taught by the cited art, as discussed above, claim 15 also recites "determining whether the local 
marketing content is replacement marketing." Though it is difficult to tell, the Examiner appears 
to interpret Roth 's alternate commercials as meeting the claim's "local marketing content." yet 
does not state which teaching of Roth is being interpreted as meeting the claim's "replacement 
marketing." See OA pp. 3-5 (relying on the reasoning used to reject claims 1-11). The cited 
portions of iO'o'wne sduit to dc v < 

marketing," Hence, the cited art tails to teach "determining whether the local marketing content 
is replacement marketing " as set forth in the claim. 
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Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests thai the rejection be withdrawn. 
Dependent Claim U 

In addition to the k died iron its bast and am intervening c aims la are not 

taught by the cited art, as discussed above, claim 16 also recites "determining whether the local 
marketing content is overlay marketing." Though it is difficult to tell, the Examiner appears to 
interpret Roth '$ alternate commercials as meeting the claim's "local marketing content," yet does 
not state which teaching of Roth is being interpreted as meeting the claim's "overlay marketing." 
SeeOAp.4 os >u i the ieasonm c usee m ^nx v < he cited portions Qf.Roth 

are silent to determining whether its alternate commercials are "overlay marketing." Hence, the 
cited art fails to teach "determining whether the local marketing content is overlay marketing," 
as set forth in the claim. 

Thus, the cited ait fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Independent Claim 17 

Claim 17 recites "a user ID and a program ID." The cited art fails to teach these 
limitations. The Examiner alleges Roth paragraph [0046] teaches these limitations. OA pp. 4-5 
(relying on the reasoning used to reject claim 6}. Applicant notes the cited portions of Roth are 
silent to both a user ID and a program ID. Hence, Roth fails to teach "a user ID and a program. 
ID," as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 17 recites "determining the location of a -user." The cited art foils to teach these 
ns. The E < s | sh [004 i \ i r i ^ j 

"determining the commercial that specific television sots within its region or governing TV set in 
the region." OA pp. 4-5 (relying on the reasoning used to reject ciaini 6). Applicant notes die 
cited portions of Roth are silent to detairatnmg a location of a user. Hence, Roth fails to ieach 
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"determining the location of a user," as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 17 recites "a television program." The cited art fails to teach these limitations. 
The Examiner alleges Roth paragraph [0046] teaches these limitations. OA pp. 4-5 (relying on 
the reasoning used to reject claim 6). Though it is difficult to tell from the OA, it appears the 
Examiner is interpreting Roth '$ television broadcast Signal as meeting the claim's "television 
program." Applicant respectfully disagrees with this interpretation, noting mat a ''"broadcast 
signal'" is not a "program." Hence, Moth does not teach "a television program," as set forth in the 
claims, 

Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 
Dependent Claim 19 

in addition to the features inherited from its base and any intervening claims that are not 
taught by the cited art* as discussed above, claim 19 also recites "a user profile." The Examiner 
does not state which, if any, portion of Roth teaches these limitations. See OA p. 5 (relying on 
the reasoning used to reject claim 8). The cited portions of Roth are silent regarding a ''profile," 
much less a "user profile." Hence, the cited art fails to teach "a user profile," as set forth in the 
claim. 

Dependent Claims 18 and 20-22 

Claims 1 S aiv - f c . oopend from and inherit all the limitations of claim 17, As 
discussed above, claim 1 7 contains features and limitations that are not taught by the cited art. 
Thus, claims 18 and 20-22 each contain features and limitations that are not taught by the cited 
art. e v A cant respec 1 equests t 1 < l nbcw Kr 

Independent Claim 23 

Claim 23 recites "a television program. 5 i he cited art fails to teach these iimitatio ts. 
The Examiner alleges Roth paragraphs i0047}-[00481--teaeh:th^1imitattotis. OA pp. 2 & 5 
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(relying on the reasoning used to reject claims 1,-11). Though it is difficult to tell from the OA, it 
appears the Examiner is interpreting Roth '< television broadcast signal as meeting the claim's 
'television program." Applicant respectfully disagrees with tins interpretation, noting that a 
"broadcast signal" is not a "program."' Hence* Roth does not teach "a ek - i m " as set 
forth in the claims. 

Claim 23 also recites "a user ID and a program ID." The cited art rails to teach these 
limitations. The Examiner alleges Roth paragraph [0046] teaches these lira 1 < — , ^ 
"determining the commercial that specific television sets within its region or governing TV set in 
the region." OA pp. 2 & 5 (relying on the reasoning used to reject claims I -I I ), Applicant notes 
the cited portions of Roth are silent to both a user ID and a program ID. Hence, Roth fails to 
teach "a user ID and a program ID." as set forth in the claim. 

Claim .23 also recites "sending a user ID and a program ID to the service provider." 
Though it is difficult to tell, the Examiner appears to interpret .-Roth 's- teachings of a local 
broadcasting station or a national broadcaster— embodied by Roth as upstream system 60 (Roik 
para. [0046])— as meeting the claim's limitations of "a service provider." See OA pp.2 & 5 
(relying on the reasoning used to reject claim I). It also appears that the Examiner is interpreting 
Roth '$ television broadcast signal as meeting the claim's user ID and program ID, with, which 
Applicant disagrees, as discussed above. Applicant notes that Roth Is silent sending its television 
v em 60. Roth teaches upstream system 60 sends the television 
broadcast signal to downstream converter 80. Hence, even when using the Examiner's 
interpretation of Roth, the cited art rails to teach the limitations of "sending a user ID and a 
program ID to the service provider," as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 23 also recites "determining the location of a user," The cited art fails to teach 
these limitations Fhe Examiner alleges R( h parag >h ft ~ teaches hese limitations stating 
"determining the commercial that specific television sets within its region or governing TV set in 
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the region." OA pp. 4-5 (relying on the reasoning used to reject claims 1-11). Applicant notes 
the cited portions of Roth are silent to determining a location of a user. Hence. i?o/A fails to 
teach "determining the location of a user," as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 23 also recites "determining whether a local marketing content exists tor the 
television program based on the program ID." Though it is difficult to tell the Examiner appears 
to interpret Roth 's television broadcast signal as meeting the claim's program ID (which 
Applicant does not concede, as discussed above). See OA p.5 (relying on the reasoning used to 
reject claims blip Even if, arguendo, such an interpretation were « < v eni « 

using its television broadcast signal as a basis for "determining whether a local marketing 
content exists." Hence, the cited art fans to teach "determining whether a local marketing 
content exists for the television program based on the program ID," as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 23 also recites "determining whether a message indicating that no local marketing 
content exists for the television program has been received." The Examiner alleges Roth 
paragraph [0046] teaches these limitations. But the Examiner does not state what part of Roth is 
being interpreted as meeting the claim's "message." See OA p.5 (relying on the reasoning used 
to reject claims 1-11), Applicant notes the cited portions of Roth are silent to a "message," much 
less "a message indicating that no local marketing content exists," Hence, the cited art fails to 
teach "determining whether a message indicating that no local marketing content exists for the 
television program has been received." as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 23 also recites "determining whether the local marketing content is add-on 
m keting fl Exa ier alleges ; paragrc s )07 nd f< 15 eaci ese 1 tat 
stating "local TV station can determine and substitute a local commercial signal in place of a 
national cc r g ah" OA pp ? & 5 (relyin - d < claims 1-11, 

specifically, claim 3). Though it is difficult to tell, it appears the Examiner is interpreting a local 
commercial signal as meeting the claim's "local marketing content." The Examiner does not 
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state which teaching of Roth is being interpreted as meeting the claim's "add-on marketing." .ft/ 
&>*/t is silent to determining whether it's local commercial signals are "add-on" commercial 
signals. Hence, the cited art fails to teach "determining whether the local marketing content is 
add-on marketing;' as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 23 also recites "adding the add-on marketing into the television program without 
modifying the substance of original marketing." The Examiner alleges Roth paragraphs [0007] 
and [0015] teach these limitations and. though it is not stated, appears to interpret Roth 's 
existing con ti s s id ternate commercial signals" as meeting the claim's 

"original marketing" and "add-on marketing." See OA p.5 (relying on the reasoning used to 
reject claims 1-1 1). Roth teaches "local substitution of alternate commercial signals in place of 
existing commercial signals within a television broadcast signal E.g., Roth para. [0047], As 
such, Roth 's local substitution modifies rite existing commercial signal by substituting the 
original commercial with the alternate commercial. Roth is silent to adding an alternate 
commercial without modifying the original commercial. Hence, Roth fails to teach "adding the 
add-on marketing into the television program without modifying the substance of original 
marketing." as set forth in the claim. 

Claim 23 also recites "determining whether the local marketing content is replacement 
marketing." Though it is difficult to tell, the Examiner appears to interpret Roth 's alternate 
commercials as meeting the claim's "local marketing content." yet does not state which teaching 
of Roth is being interpreted as meeting the claim's "replacement marketing." See OA p.5 
(relying on the reasoning used to reject claims 1-1 1). The cited portions of Roth are silent to 
determining whether its alternate commercials are "replacement marketing." Hence, the cited art 
fails to teach "determining whether the local marketing content is replacement marketing," as set 
forth in the claim. 

Claim 23 also recites "determining whether the local marketing content is overlay 
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ket i x ell the Examiner ippe s ) interp tenia 

commercials as meeting the claim's "local marketing content," yet does not state which teaching 
of 'Roth is being interpreted as meeting the claim's "overlay marketing" See OA p.5 (relying on 
the reasoning used to reject claims 1-11). The cited portions of Roth are silent to determining 
whether us alternate commercials are -'overlay marketing." Hence, the cited art tails to teach 
"determining whether the local marketing content s over narke ng s set forth n il claim 

Claim 23 also recites "a user profile." The Examiner does not state which, if any, portion 
of Moth teaches these limitations. The cited portions of Roth are silent to a "profiler' much less a 
"user profile." Hence, the cited art fails to teach "a user profile/' as set forth in the claim. 

Thus, the cited art fails to teach each and every element as set forth in the claim. 
Therefore, Applicant respectfully requests that the rejection be withdrawn. 

Conclusion 

3. For the foregoing reasons, applicant submits that the claims are now in condition for 
allowance. 



Respectfully submitted. 
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